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Application No. 
24/00337/FULL 

Proposal 
Proposed redevelopment of the Site for residential uses (including apartments and town 
houses) and use classes E(a), E(b) and E(c). Works to include demolition, access, drainage 
and associate works and infrastructure 

Application Address: - 
Land South Of Humber Street, West Of 
Queen Street And North Of Wellington 
Street 
Kingston Upon Hull 
 

Date registered: 
19.04.2024 

Consultation Expiry: 
06.10.2025 

Target date: 
19.07.2024 

Extension of Time Date: 
N/A 

Applicant: - 
Wykeland Beal Limited 

Case Officer: - 
John Wright 

Recommendation: - Approval subject to 
conditions and a s106 legal agreement 
relating to affordable housing and trees 
 

 
Reason as to why the case is at committee:  

The application was considered at the meeting of 1st October 2025 and approved in line with 

the recommendation and additional conditions on the update sheet. The matter of affordable 

housing was omitted from the recommendation.  

The purpose of this addendum report is to: 

i) update the Committee on the omitted affordable housing requirement and correct the 

position by way of securing affordable housing via a Section 106 agreement under the 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended); and 

ii) agree that powers be delegated to the Head of Planning to review the viability 

assessment, and in consultation with the Chair of Planning Committee, agree a lesser 

provision of affordable housing provision as considered appropriate. 

 

 



RECOMMENDATION  

That the report be noted and that, in addition to the trees and monitoring of BNG works and 

conditions imposed at the meeting on 1st October 2026 (Minute 37):  

i) The approach for securing the affordable housing provisions via a Section 106 

agreement under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) be 

approved; and 

ii) Authority be delegated to the Head of Planning, on consultation with the Chair of the 

Planning Committee, to agree a lesser provision of affordable housing, subject to the 

submission and consideration of a viability assessment. 

SITE 

 
 

The Site is located within the Old Town area of the city centre. It comprises 63, 64 and 65 

Queen Street and 54, 56 and 58 Humber Street which occupy the north eastern corner of the 

site and an open car park occupying the southern part running along the north side of 

Wellington Street between its junction with Queen Street and 9 to 11 Wellington Street. 



The site is bound to the north by retail and leisure use buildings on Humber Street and an 

office block to the east on Queen Street. To the west the site is bound by further retail and 

leisure units along Humber Street, beyond which lies Hull Waterside and Marina. To the 

south the site is bound by Wellington Street to the south of which are car parks which serve 

the residential uses facing onto Queen Street and Nelson Street with the Humber Estuary 

beyond. 

 

PROPOSAL 

Proposed redevelopment of the Site for residential uses (including apartments and town 

houses) and use classes E(a)[retail], E(b)[café/restaurant] and E(c)[financial/professional 

services]. Works to include demolition, access, drainage and associate works and 

infrastructure. 

The proposals are for mixed use development consisting of retail and residential uses. This is 

consistent with the previous uses of the site. Furthermore, the proposed uses assimilate the 

site with the surrounding area of the Fruit Market and Old Town, contributing to the ongoing 

regeneration of the Fruit Market. 

Both retail and residential units are proposed to be spilt across 2 distinct development 

parcels. To the east the ‘Pier Court Block’ is proposed, and ‘Smokehouse Block’ is proposed 

in the western parcel. Both blocks will host 5 retail units at ground floor level ranging from 

22sqm to 92.1sqm. A total of 33 residential units are proposed across both units comprising 5 

town houses and 28 apartments including 1 and 2 bed configurations. 

A total of 547.08sqm (GIA) is proposed of retail floor space across the two blocks. The 

Smokehouse Block will accommodate 163.70sqm (GIA) of retail floor space whilst Pier Court 

Block will host 383.34sqm (GIA) of retail floor space. 

A car park for the provision of 11 parking spaces is to be provided within the courtyard of the 

Pier Court Block with provision for 6 EV charging points. 

 

 



PLANNING HISTORY 

Application considered at the 1st October 2025 committee and approved as per the 

recommendation and update sheet (Minute 37).  

APPLICANT’S CASE 

Policy 5 requires 10% of dwellings on sites within Housing Market Zone 1 to be affordable, of 

which at least 70% would be no more than 2 bedrooms.  

The proposed development, due to its brownfield nature, is unable to deliver affordable 

housing. The additional costs associated with demolition and ground works in this location, 

means it is not viable for the Applicant to achieve this on Site. This approach has been 

agreed following extensive discussions between the Applicant and the Council Officers. 

This is offset by a preference in the mix (outlined above) for smaller unit sizes which in 

themselves will be more affordable to the wider market. Particularly, as 85% of the proposed 

units would be 2-bed properties.  

PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

Hull Local Plan 2016 to 2032 

Policy 5 – Type and mix of housing 

PLANNING APPRAISAL 

This report is an addendum to the report submitted and considered by the Planning 

Committee at the 1st October 2025 meeting, which for transparency and completeness is 

attached as Appendix A to this report.   

The recommendation was for approval subject to conditions and a s106 legal agreement to 

cover trees and BNG monitoring.   

The proposal generates the need for affordable housing under Policy 5 of the Local Plan. 



In their Planning Statement the applicant considers that the affordable housing element 

would make the scheme not viable. A viability assessment has not been submitted to 

demonstrate this. 

In the absence of a viability statement demonstrating that it is not economically viable for the 

scheme to provide affordable housing which is catered for in Policy 5, the planning authority 

should require affordable housing to be provided to comply with Policy 5.   

Affordable housing is to be secured by a legal agreement under s106 of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990. 

To rectify the omission, it is therefore recommended for the affordable housing to be secured 

by a legal agreement under S106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended), 

requiring the applicant to provide 3 affordable housing units (equivalent to 10% of the 

dwellings within the development) unless the applicant subsequently demonstrates, by 

means of a detailed viability assessment, that the scheme would not be viable, in which case 

a reduced requirement or no provision should apply.  

It is further recommended that the Head of Planning be given delegated powers to review the 

viability assessment, and in consultation with the Chair of Planning Committee agree a lesser 

provision of affordable housing as considered appropriate. 

There are no other changes to the report or recommendation sought and subject to the 

affordable housing being secured by way of a legal agreement the proposal complies with the 

development plan.  

 
 



Appendix A 
 
 
 

 

Application No. 
24/00337/FULL 

Proposal 
Proposed redevelopment of the site for residential uses (including apartments and town 
houses) and use classes E(a), E(b) and E(c). Works to include demolition, access, drainage 
and associate works and infrastructure 

Application Address: - 
Land south of Humber Street, west of 
Queen Street and north of Wellington Street 
Kingston Upon Hull 
 

Date registered: 
19.04.2024 

Consultation Expiry: 
28.04.2025 

Target date: 
19.07.2024 

Extension of Time Date: 
 

Applicant: - 
C/O Agent 

Case Officer: - 
John Wright 

Recommendation: Approval subject to 
conditions and a S106 legal agreement 
relating to the provision of trees 
 

 

 

Reason as to why the case is at committee:  



Head of Planning suggest a committee decision as there are two similar applications for the 

same site and these need to be considered together by the Planning Committee in the public 

domain. This application is subject to a Committee site visit. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The application be approved subject to a legal agreement to ensure the provision of: 

Trees and monitoring of BNG works 

and the following conditions: - 

1) Det 1D (Development to accord with approved plans) 

[J2144-00101A, 00103B, 00110B, 00111B, 00112B, 00113B, 00114B, 00116C, 

00117C, 00118C, 00119D, 00120D, 00121C] 

2) Det 2B (Time limit – Full application) 

3) The effect of paragraph 13 of Schedule 7A to the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990 is that planning permission granted for this development is deemed to have 

been granted subject to the condition “(the biodiversity gain condition”) that 

development may not begin unless: 

(a) a Biodiversity Gain Plan has been submitted to the planning authority, and 

(b) the planning authority has approved the plan.  

The planning authority, for the purposes of determining whether to approve a 

Biodiversity Gain Plan if one is required in respect of this permission would be Hull 

City Council. 

 

4) The Biodiversity gain Plan shall be prepared and submitted to the local planning 

authority for approval before development commences (to ensure he development 

delivers biodiversity net gain in accordance with Schedule 7A of the Town and 

Country Planning Act 1990. 

5) A) No demolition/development shall commence until a Written Scheme of 

Investigation has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority.  



The scheme shall include an assessment of significance and research questions; 

and: 

1) The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording 

2) Community involvement and/or outreach proposals 

3) The programme for post investigation assessment 

4) Provision to be made for analysis of the site investigation and recording 

5) Provision to be made for publication and dissemination of the analysis and 

records of the site investigation 

6) Provision to be made for archive deposition of the analysis and records of the 

site investigation 

7) Nomination of a competent person or persons/organisation to undertake the 

works set out within the Written Scheme of Investigation. 

B) No demolition/development shall take place other than in accordance with the 

Written Scheme of Investigation approved under part (A). 

C) Unless otherwise agreed beforehand in writing with the Local Planning Authority 

the development shall not be occupied until the site investigation and post 

investigation assessment has been completed in accordance with the programme 

set out in the Written Scheme of Investigation approved under part (A) and the 

provision made for analysis, publication and dissemination of results and archive 

deposition has been secured. 

The programme shall be carried out as approved, unless otherwise agreed in 

writing beforehand with the Local Planning Authority (to protect archaeological 

interests: to comply with policy16 of the Local Plan; and guidance within the 

National Planning Policy Framework (section 12). A pre-commencement condition 

is required to ensure adequate recording and mitigation measures can be identified 

and incorporated into the scheme. 

6) The demolition hereby approved shall not be commenced until details of a written 

contract (which has been entered for the carrying out immediately after demolition 

of replacement works which have the benefit of planning permission) has been 

submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. A pre-commencement 

condition is required to avoid premature demolition in the Conservation Area, and 

to comply with policy 16 of the Local Plan.  



7) Prior to commencement of any demolition hereby approved details of all external 

materials to be used in the construction of the buildings replacing those to be 

demolished shall be submitted to and be approved in writing by the local planning 

authority. External materials to be used shall be from a palette made up of 

materials used on Humber Street. The development shall then be constructed in 

those approved materials. In the interest of visual amenity and to preserve the 

character and appearance of the conservation area and to comply with policy 14 

and 16 of the Local Plan (a pre-commencement condition is required to ensure the 

replacement development will preserve the character and appearance of the 

conservation area) 

8) No development above dpc level shall commence until plans to a scale of not less 

than 1:20 showing window and door details have been submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out 

and thereafter retained as approved. A pre-commencement condition is necessary 

to ensure the details of the proposal can be fully assessed before they are 

implemented to ensure a satisfactory quality of development which complies with 

policy 14 and 16 of the Local Plan. 

9) For buildings which can proceed prior to demolition prior to development above 

dpc level details of all external materials to be used in the construction of the 

buildings on the part of the site already clear of buildings shall be submitted to and 

be approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The development shall be 

caried out in the materials approved (in the interest of visual amenity and to 

preserve the character and appearance of the conservation area and to comply 

with policy 14 and 16 of the Local plan) 

10) Prior to development above dpc level commencing details of the shop fronts to be 

installed shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 

Authority. The shop front design should have regard to advise in the relevant SPD.  

The development shall be carried out as approved. In the interests of visual 

amenity and to comply with policy 19 of the Local Plan.  



11) Prior to occupation, the Scheme of Sound Attenuation, specified in Section the 

Noise Assessment shall be implemented and verification to demonstrate 

compliance, submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority 

(in the interests of residential amenity and to comply with policy 14 and 49 of the 

Local Plan). 

12) The buildings hereby approved shall not be occupied until secure cycle parking 

facilities have been provided in accordance with a scheme to be submitted to and 

approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The cycle parking shall 

subsequently be retained in its entirety for such use. To ensure adequate secure 

provision for cyclists and to comply with policies 25 and 36 of the Local Plan). [(f) A 

pre-commencement condition is required to ensure the cycle parking details are of 

a suitable design].  

13) The buildings hereby approved shall not be occupied until the hard landscaping 

works have been carried out in accordance with the approved details. All planting, 

seeding or turfing comprised in the approved details of the landscaping shall be 

carried out in the first planting season following the commencement of the 

development unless an alternative phasing scheme has been approved by the 

Local Planning Authority.  Any trees or plants which die, are removed or become 

seriously damaged or diseased within a period of 5 years from the implementation 

of the landscaping scheme, shall be replaced in the next planting season with 

others of similar size and species. to ensure the landscaping details are in the 

interests of environmental improvement and to comply with policy 43 of the Local 

Plan. 

14) The site shall be developed with separate systems of drainage for foul and surface 

water on site. Surface water shall be drained via Sustainable Systems (SUDS). 

Drainage details shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority for approval 

prior to the commencement of development and shall be carried out as approved 

unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. A pre-

commencement condition is necessary to ensure the site can be adequately 

drained, and to comply with policy 39 of the Local Plan.   



15) No development above ground level shall commence until a management and 

maintenance plan for the lifetime of the sustainable drainage system has been 

submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 

maintenance and management plan shall include details of how the system shall 

be maintained (including any plans for its adoption) over the lifetime of the system 

and how the maintenance of the system shall be managed. The system shall 

thereafter be maintained and managed as approved unless otherwise agreed in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority (in the interests of ensuring the system will 

be effective over the lifetime of the development and to comply with policy 39 of the 

Local Plan).   

16) Prior to the commencement of the use, provision shall be made for the secure 

storage of refuse, in accordance with the approved plans. The provision shall be 

retained in accordance with the scheme. to ensure the development provides 

adequate refuse storage facilities in the interests of amenity [and security], and to 

comply with policy 14 of the Local Plan. 

17) The residential properties shall not be occupied until a vehicle parking area has 

been provided in accordance with the approved plans. The vehicle parking area 

shall be retained in its entirety for such use.  In the interests of amenity, and public 

safety and to comply with policy26 of the Local Plan). 

18) The ground floor commercial units shall be used for Class E (a), (b), (c ) and for no 

other purpose (including any other purpose in Class E of the Schedule to the Town 

and Country Planning (Use Classes) Order 1987 1987 (as amended)  (because 

only the impact of the uses applied for has been considered and to comply with 

policy 14 of the Local Plan) 

19) The development permitted by this planning permission shall only be carried out in 

accordance with the approved Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) by Alan Wood and 

Partners ref: JAG/AD/JF/50150-Rp001 and the following mitigation measures 

detailed within the FRA: 



a. Identification and provision of a place of safety above 7.25m AOD as detailed within 

section 9.3. of the FRA. 

b. Finished floor levels are set no lower than the existing finished floor level as detailed 

within section 9.1. of the FRA 

c. Additional flood resilience measures, above finished floor level shall then be 

incorporated as detailed within Section 9.2 of the FRA. 

d. A flood management and evacuation plan shall be prepared and shall include 

subscribing to the EA Flood Direct flood warning system and an evacuation plan be 

prepared with notices displayed in prominent location within each building t advice 

occupants of the procedures to follow should a major flood situation occur.  

The mitigation measures shall be fully implemented prior to occupation and 

subsequently in accordance with the timing / phasing arrangements embodied within 

the scheme, or within any other period as may subsequently be agreed, in writing, by 

the local planning authority (To protect the development against existing and future 

flood risk and to comply with Local Plan Policy 40). 

20) CLC1D (Contamination Reports) 

21) CLC4C (Sub of Test Certificates for Soil). 

 

 

 

 



SITE 

 
 

The Site is located within the Old Town area of the city centre. It comprises 63, 64 and 65 
Queen Street and 54, 56 and 58 Humber Street which occupy the north eastern corner of the 
site and an open car park occupying the southern part running along the north side of 
Wellington Street between its junction with Queen Street and 9 to 11 Wellington Street. 

The site is bound to the north by retail and leisure use buildings on Humber Street and an 
office block to the east on Queen Street. To the west the site is bound by further retail and 
leisure units along Humber Street, beyond which lies Hull Waterside and Marina. To the 
south the site is bound by Wellington Street and there are car parks which serve the 
residential uses facing onto Queen Street and Nelson Street with the Humber Estuary 
beyond. 

The site is located within the Old Town Conservation Area but does not contain any listed or 
locally listed buildings however, several listed buildings are located nearby to the south. 
These buildings include the Former Pilot Office (Grade II), the Former Corporation Pier 
Station (Grade II) and the Statue of William de-la-pole (Grade II). 

 
The Site is located within the Humber Estuary SSSI Impact Risk Zone and c.230m of the 
Humber Estuary, designated as a SSSI and Ramsar Site. 
 
 
 



PROPOSAL 

Proposed redevelopment of the Site for residential uses (including apartments and town 
houses) and use classes E(a)[retail], E(b)[café/restaurant] and E(c)financial/professional 
service]. Works to include demolition, access, drainage and associate works and 
infrastructure. 

The proposals are for mixed use development consisting of retail and residential uses. This is 
consistent with the previous uses of the site. Furthermore, the proposed uses assimilate the 
site with the surrounding area of the Fruit Market and Old Town, contributing to the ongoing 
regeneration of the Fruit Market. 

Both retail and residential units are proposed to be spilt across 2 distinct development 
parcels. To the east the ‘Pier Court Block’ is proposed, and ‘Smokehouse Block’ is proposed 
in the western parcel. Both blocks will host 5 retail units at ground floor level ranging from 
22sqm to 92.1sqm. A total of 33 residential units are proposed across both units comprising 
of 5 town houses and 28 apartments including 1 and 2 bed configurations. 

A total of 547.08sqm (GIA) is proposed of retail floor space across the two blocks. The 
Smokehouse Block will accommodate 163.70sqm (GIA) of retail floor space whilst Pier Court 
Block will host 383.34sqm (GIA) of retail floor space. 

A car park for the provision of 11 parking spaces is to be provided within the courtyard of the 
Pier Court Block with provision for 6 EV charging points. 

 



 



 



 

PLANNING HISTORY 

1997 – Change of use of building to create 15 self contained flats – approved (relates to Pier 

Court only) 

2007 – 07/01733/FULL - Erection of new buildings and alterations and extensions (including 

additional storey and roof) to existing buildings to provide a total of 51 self contained flats at 

first, second and third floor levels. Use of ground floor for uses falling within A1 (retail), A2 

(financial and professional), A3 (restaurant), A4 (drinking establishments) or B1 (business) of 

the Use Classes Order. Provision of car parking at ground floor level. Provision of 'courtyard' 

at first floor level over car park. – approved 

 

2017 – 17/01430/FULL - Refurbishment and alterations to existing 'FRUIT' music venue and 

cafe/bar areas. New gallery space at ground floor with new studio and workshop space to 



upper floors. Land to rear to include erection of new build mixed use development to 

incorporate retail/craft units, storage and courtyard space at ground level with residential 

units to upper floors – approved with conditions. 

An application has been submitted for Pier Court which involves internal alterations and an 

extension at roof level, details below: 

25/00326/FULL -   1 storey extension (at roof level) to create 1 additional floor on the 

main building and 2 storey extension on the outbuilding to create an additional floor. 

Creation of bin and bike store and landscaping to the courtyard 

Remodelling of interior to create a total of 30 flats (increase of 2 over existing) – being 

considered concurrently with this application  

 

REPRESENTATIONS  

Local Plan - Open Space 

In response to the above consultation for the proposed residential redevelopment at land 
south of Humber Street, west of Queen Street and north of Wellington Street, as this site is a 
mixed use allocation (Site 7) and has an element of housing within that allocation and it is not 
included in Table 12.5 (on-site open space requirements) of the Hull Local Plan it does not 
require an open space contribution. 

 
Local Plan - Retail Centre Data/Calcs 

Regarding the above application, the proposal for the redevelopment Proposed 
redevelopment of the Site for residential uses (including apartments and town houses) and 
use classes E(a), E(b) and E(c) would not be contrary to Local Plan Policy 9 - City Centre, as 
the site is located within the boundary of the city centre but not within the primary shopping 
area and these uses are permitted as they constitute ‘main town centre uses’. 

 
Conservation 
OBJECTIONS 

 

 The principle of the demolition of the existing buildings and the reason why they 
cannot be restored has not been clearly justified.  

 The existing buildings positively contribute towards the evidential values of the Old 
Town Conservation area  



 The design of the proposed replacement development is not supported.  

 The replacement development removes elements of the existing Georgian townscape 
character and fails to respond to the existing aesthetic of the Fruit Market Area.  

 The scale of the development along Wellington Street is too dominant and fails to 
respond to the historic scale of development within the area.  

 Plans to re-built Wellington House are supported, but historic prominence of this 
building is lost by the scale of proposed development along Wellington Street.  

 Full assessment of the impact of the development cannot be completed with full 
material detail and assessment of joinery details.  

  

Principal of Demolition: 

 Clear and convincing justification has not been provided for the demolition of 
the existing buildings.  

  the development scheme is not a conservation led regeneration 

 The existing buildings contribute towards the Georgian townscape character of 
the Old Town Conservation Area  

  

Comments on the individual design elements include: 

 The scale of the Humber Street developments is acceptable However, the 
replacement windows do not respond to the existing pattern of fenestration of 
the Georgian street scene.  

 The application appears to show that the re-building of 1837 dated Pier Court 
building.  the ground floor element of the plans the indicative shop front design 
does not respond to the upper floors of the re-developed buildings.  

 Plots 2 to 4 seeks to re-instate Georgian in-style buildings. However, the correct 
ratio of the upper floor windows is lost,  

 The plans to re-build Wellington House is positive. Large plans and material 
detail would need to be submitted to ensure that the development is authentic.  

 The adjacent in-fill plot and plots 9, 17 and 23 are modern in design. The 
design breaks up the pattern of development along Pier Court and removes the 
historic townscape character along Queen Street.  

 The scale and design of plots 1 & 14 and 6 to Wellington Street are acceptable.  

 The design and scale of plots 3,7 &10, 2 & 6 and 1, 5 & 9 are not supported.  

 Historically the scale of Wellington House was the prominent focal building at 
the junction of Queen Street and Wellington Street and reflected the largest 
scale of development within the area.  

 The large-scale plots of 1,5 & 9 and 3,7 & 10 are out of scale with Wellington 
House and would be too dominant a modern intervention into the area.  



 It is considered that the scale of development to either side of Wellington Mart 
should be of the lower three-story scale.  

 Plots 3,7 &10, 2 & 6 and 1, 5 & 9 take on a modernist form of development,  

Heritage Impact: 

 The impact of the development will result in the loss of the surviving 
elements of the Georgian and Victorian fabric of the Fruit Market  

 They are instead being influenced by the design of the modern development 
of Blanket Row.  

 The scale of the development is large and impacts significantly upon the 
Fruit Market section of the Old Town Conservation Area. The designs set a 
precedent for future developments of Wellington Street.  

 If the development was to be approved the special interest of the Old Town 
Conservation Area would be significantly de-valued.  

 The application therefore has a high degree of potential harm.  

 It is not considered that the development has been clearly justified and 
therefore does not comply with the requirements of section 72(1) of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 or section 16 
of the NPPF.  

 

Urban Design 

 
 Executive Summary  

 The principle of demolishing the existing buildings has not been adequately justified. 
There is no clear explanation as to why the buildings cannot be retained and reused.  

 The demolition of Pier Court would mark a tipping point in the area’s character, where 
the original trading and industrial character becomes overwhelmed by modern 
residential infill - crossing a threshold where the significance of the historic fabric, and 
the area’s protected status, may be at risk.  

 The replacement buildings along Humber Street fail to reflect the street’s historic 
trading function. The shopfronts have been overly formalised, and the fenestration 
does not reference Georgian proportions or arrangements. Mimicking the openings in 
plot 59 detracts from the architectural distinction of 59 Humber Street, which frames 
Horners Square.  

 No information has been provided regarding the rebuild of Pier Court. The proposed 
replacement does not reflect the original scale, roof form, plot width, or Georgian 
character. Instead, it adopts the contemporary and twee style of recent developments 
on Blanket Row. This undermines the legibility and prominence of the original Pier 
Court.  

 The design approach to Wellington House is supported and should be extended 
across the full footprint of the original building.  

 The design approach applied to Retail Unit 4 and the 'Lobby Block' on Queen Street is 
not supported. It fails to reflect any historical character and lacks justification in an up-
to-date Design and Access Statement.  



 Both sides of Wellington Mart should be three storeys in height to mark a transition in 
street character to the mart and enhance legibility.  

 The design along Wellington Street does not interpret the area’s historic industrial and 
commercial character. The grain is too fine, and the variety of forms introduced 
undermines the ability to establish a coherent sense of place—typically achieved 
through repetitive elements unique to the area. This varied approach is not justified in 
an up-to-date Design and Access Statement.  

 The Wellington Street elevation obscures views of the locally listed smokehouse to the 
north, removing the building and local history from the streetscene.  

 

 
Environmental Protection 

No objection subject to conditions re contaminated land, reporting any unexpected 
contamination, test certificates for any imported soil, construction management plan, sound 
attenuation scheme and, fume equipment 

 
Urban Forestry 

Consults expired 17.05.2024 

 
Hull Civic Society (response to original scheme) 

 The buildings in this block were constructed in the early 19th century as part of the 
original development of the land south of Humber  

 The handsome building at the south-west corner of Queen St and Humber St was 
opened as the Victoria Rooms providing assembly rooms for the district's cultural life 
and should be retained as witness to that period.  

 The three-storey houses that form the southern section of Pier Court are the last 
surviving domestic properties of that early 19th Century development.   

 We therefore object strongly to the demolition of Pier Court including the former 
Victoria Rooms and urge the developer to retain and refurbish these historic buildings 
as part of a revised scheme for this part of the Fruit Market district. 

 

Georgian Society (response to original scheme) 

 Generally support the regeneration of the Humber Street area, object to the current 
proposals on the grounds that the loss of the existing buildings would be detrimental to 
the historic character of the site.  

 Welcome the proposal to rebuild the façade of Wellington House and believe that this 
could be beneficial to the area  



 We recommend that the current application should be refused and a scheme 
incorporating and refurbishing the existing buildings is developed instead. 

 
Yorkshire Water Services Ltd 

Consults expired 17.05.2024 

 
Humber Archaeology Partnership 

 The site lies within an area of major archaeological importance,  

 A desk-based assessment has been prepared by AOC Archaeology and submitted 
with the application; this provides a more detailed archaeological background to the 
site.  

 site has a high potential for medieval remains to exist on the site in particular the 
remains of the medieval town walls  

  Therefore, an archaeological strategy for the site will need to be agreed in order to 
adequately assess the potential and allow for suitable mitigation options to be 
explored and implemented.  

 

 a condition requiring a written scheme of archaeological investigation should be 
imposed. 

 
Conservation Area Advisory Cttee (CAAC) 

 Support the Principal Conservation Officer’s detailed analysis of the need to 
incorporate the buildings - even if only retaining the facades - of the historic corner of 
this area within the rest of this development. 

 Welcome Wykeland Beale’s development of the unsightly car park area. 

 Would welcome a genuine evocation of the style of Cuthbert Brodrick. We agree with 
the Principal Conservation Officer that to achieve this care and consideration must be 
taken regarding detailing and materials 

   
 

 
Natural England 

Could have potential significant effects on the Humber Estuary Natural England requires 
further information in order to determine the significance of these impacts and the scope for 
mitigation.  

The following information is required:  



• A Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).  

• Further information relating to potential impacts on the Humber Estuary SPA/SAC/Ramsar 
and SSSI, including: noise disturbance during construction; air quality during construction; 
and recreational disturbance impacts.  

Additional Information required  

Noise disturbance during construction  

Air quality impacts during construction  

the pollution risk from demolition (i.e. from dust) t Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (dated 11 
March 2024) identifies this impact pathway. Suitable mitigation in the form of a Construction 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).  

Recreational disturbance impacts  

proposed development could lead to increased recreational pressure on the designated site. 
The potential for recreational disturbance impacts on the Humber Estuary SAC/SPA/Ramsar 
as a result of the proposed development (both alone and in combination with other plans and 
projects) should therefore be considered in the HRA.  

Without this information, Natural England may need to object to the proposal. 
 
Police Architectural Liaison Officer 

Consults expired 17.05.2024 

 
Humber Local Nature Partnership 

Consults expired 17.05.2024 

 
Equality Officer 

Consults expired 17.05.2024 

 
Flood Team 

it is disappointing to see that above ground SuDS haven’t been considered.  

The first floor of the properties accounts for the POS retail units will not have a POS a 
detailed flood management/evacuation plan will need to be submitted with sign up to a flood 
warning system.  

Once these points are satisfied, we would be recommend approval and condition the 
mitigation strategies set out in chapter 9 of the FRDA. 

 



Highways Development Control 

Consults expired 10.05.2024 

 
Environment Agency 

 Object due to absence of an acceptable flood risk assessment.  

 Objection can be overcome by submitting a revised FRA which addresses concerns 
comprising 1.2m of resistance measures incorporated throughout, and an internal 
place of safety at a minimum of 7.25m AOD for all units 

 
National Highways 

 National Highways have concluded that even with the deficiencies within the Transport 
Statement the development will not have a significant impact on the A63.  

 National Highways are therefore able to offer a “no objection” on this planning 
application. 

 
Historic England (Planning)[Comments on original proposal, elements not relevant to the 
current scheme are not repeated here but are available on file] 
 
Summary 

  
  

 Support the redevelopment of previously developed areas as a positive way of re-
establishing the historically tight urban grain of the site.  

 

 Strongly urge a conservation and sustainability led approach,  
  

 Site offers a great opportunity for new development. the loss of historic buildings 
combined with the height, form and design of some sections as currently proposed 
would result in unjustified harm being caused to the character and appearance of the 
conservation area.  

  

 We therefore have concerns about proposal in its current form and strongly advise that 
the proposals are revised to fully address all of the matters raised by your Principal 
Conservation Officer.  

  
  

 Historically a densely developed area, historic maps show that the proposal site 
incorporated a back of pavement urban form.   

  

 Buildings proposed for demolition - 54, 56 & 58 Humber Street, Pier Court and 63 & 65 
Queen Street all date from the early-mid 19th century and all have some historic 
townscape value.  



 The buildings have aesthetic and evidential heritage value and there is great potential 
for their heritage significance to be better revealed through sympathetic refurbishment. 

  
  

 Recommend a conservation led approach,  
  
  

 Historic England has concerns regarding the application on heritage grounds. 
  
  

Hull Access Improvement Group 

There are 4 accessible dwelling so there should be 4 accessible parking bays. Pedestrian 
access route next to vehicle access to courtyard is at 1:20 so needs handrail. 

Other representations 

Letters were sent to neighbouring properties on Queen Street, Wellington Street and Humber 
Street. One letter of support and 6 letters objecting to the proposal have been received. 

Objections are mainly in relation to loss of parking, loss of rear servicing access for deliveries 
and refuse collection, loss of light to some premises, disturbance during construction, impact 
on fire exit to rear of properties on Humber Street, the development may prejudice use of an 
existing roof terrace with a licence to operate until 21.00 

The letter of support states that the area has been transformed sympathetically and has 
created a vibrant cultural quarter that is a joy to live in. Site is currently an eyesore, the 
proposal looks well thought out, deliveries can be made from Humber Street and alternative 
parking is available.  

APPLICANT’S CASE 

The Planning Statement includes a description of the site and surrounding, a brief planning 
history, a description of the development, a review of planning policy and material 
considerations, The conclusion states: 

The proposals will contribute to the ongoing regeneration of the Fruit Market and represent a 
substantial improvement in appearance, quality and use of the Site in comparison to its 
current state.  

It is considered that the development would have no adverse impacts upon the setting and 
significance of the Grade I Listed Minster and Grade I Listed Statue of William III.  

it is considered that the proposals would enhance the character and appearance of the CA by 
reinstating its historic urban pattern of development and would not cause harm to its 
significance.  

Regarding the identified non-designated assets, there will also be no adverse impacts arising 
from the development.  



As such, the proposals meet the statutory tests set out in the 1990 Act and the policies set 
out in Chapter 16 of the NPPF. For the same reasons, the proposals are considered to be in 
accordance with Hull City Council Policies 14 (Design), 15 (Local Distinctiveness) and 16 
(Heritage Considerations).  

 

Contribution to Significance of the Old Town Conservation Area 

The Old Town Conservation Area spans approximately 133 acres, with the site occupying 
only a small part of it. 

• The buildings are not identified as positive contributors in the 2021 Conservation Area 
Appraisal. 

• The site lies outside the Georgian core that defines the Conservation Area’s strongest 
character  

• The site represents a very small and visually fragmented portion of the Old Town 
Conservation Area and Its contribution to the overall significance of the Conservation Area is 
modest at best.  

The proposed demolition forms part of a comprehensive regeneration scheme The retention 
and restoration of Pier Court has been thoroughly assessed and found to be unviable.  

Conclusion 

 the proposals would result in less than substantial harm to the Old Town Conservation 
Area. It is considered that this conclusion remains sound. 

 This harm has been clearly identified and assessed in accordance with paragraph 215 
of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), which requires that any harm to 
the significance of a heritage asset must be weighed against the public benefits of the 
proposal. 

 These benefits demonstrably outweigh the limited harm identified, particularly given 
the building’s lack of architectural or historic significance and its extensive alteration. 
The proposal aligns with the NPPF’s overarching objective to sustain and enhance the 
significance of heritage assets while enabling positive change. Accordingly, the 
application is considered acceptable in heritage terms, and the Council is invited to 
determine it favourably. 

 

PLANNING FRAMEWORK 

Hull Local Plan 2016 to 2032 

Policy 3 – Housing requirements and site allocations 

Policy 4 – Housing regeneration and brownfield land 



Policy 5 – Type and mix of housing 

Policy 6 – Housing space standards 

Policy 9 – City centre 

Policy 10 – City Centre mixed use sites 

Policy14 – Design 

Policy 15 – Local distinctiveness 

Policy 16 – Heritage considerations 

Policy 17 – Energy efficient design 

Policy 19 – Shop fronts 

Policy 21 – Designing for housing 

Policy 25 – Sustainable travel 

Policy 26 – Location and layout of development 

Policy 27 – transport appraisals 

Policy 32 – parking standards   

Policy 38 – Surface water storage and drainage 

Policy 39 – Sustainable drainage 

Policy 40 – Addressing flood risk in planning applications 

Policy 42 – Open space 

Policy 44 – biodiversity and wildlife 

Policy 45 – Trees 

Policy 47 – Atmospheric pollution 

Policy 49 – Noise 

Other Material Considerations: - 

SPD 2 - Heritage and Archaeology 

SPD 3 – Environmental Quality 

SPD 4 – Living with Water 

SPD 7 – Hull Residential Design Guide 



SPD 10 – Trees 

SDP 11 - Open Space 

SPD 12 - Ecology and Biodiversity 

SPD 13 – City Centre Design Guide 

National Planning Policy Framework 
 
NPPF5 Delivering a sufficient supply of homes (paras 61 on). 
 

NPPF7 Ensuring the vitality of town centres (paras 90 to 95). 
 
NPPF8 Promoting healthy and safe communities (paras 96 to 108). 
 
 
NPPF9 Promoting sustainable transport (paras 109 to 118). 
 
 
NPPF11 Making effective use of land (paras 124 to 130). 
 
 
NPPF12 Achieving well-designed places (paras 131 to 141). 
 
 
NPPF14 Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change (paras 161 to 
186). 
 
 
NPPF15 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment (187 to 201) 
 
 
NPPF16 Conserving and enhancing the historic environment (paras 202 to 221). 

214 Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of 

significance of) a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, 

unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or total loss is necessary to achieve 

substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the following apply: a) the 

nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and b) no viable use of 

the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate marketing that 

will enable its conservation; and c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for 

profit, charitable or public ownership is demonstrably not possible; and d) the harm or loss is 

outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use.  



215. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance 

of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the 

proposal including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. 

East Inshore and East Offshore Marine Plans 

None directly relevant 

PLANNING APPRAISAL 

Principle of Development and Sustainability  

Insofar as the principle of development is concerned, and in accordance with the provisions 

of section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the starting point for the 

determination of the planning application is the development plan, in this instance that 

comprises the Hull City Local Plan (2017).  

Where a development proposal is located in a conservation area there is a requirement to 

apply the provisions of S72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 

1990 which places a general duty on planning authorities in the exercise of its functions with 

regard to applications for development within a conservation area to have special regard to 

the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of the conservation 

area. 

The proposal comprises several distinct elements which need to be considered separately 

and on their own merits but also collectively as a whole. 

The main elements are demolition within a conservation area, new development in the 

conservation area, both on the site of the building proposed for demolition and on other 

adjoining sites, and the contribution the proposal would make toward meeting the housing 

provision target for the city. 

The first element to consider in determining this application is the acceptability of the 

proposed demolition of the building on the corner of Humber Street and Queen Street.  

Policy 16 of the Local Plan states developments that would cause harm to the significance of 

the designated heritage asset will only be approved where it has been convincingly 



demonstrated that the harm cannot be avoided and there would be public benefit sufficient to 

outweigh the harm or loss caused. 

The NPPF at paragraph 208 states - Local planning authorities should identify and assess 

the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including 

by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available 

evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this into account when considering 

the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between the 

heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal. 

In this case the designated heritage asset is the Old Town Conservation Area.  

At paragraph 220 the NPPF states - Not all elements of a Conservation Area ……. will 

necessarily contribute to its significance. Loss of a building (or other element) which makes a 

positive contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area …………………. should be 

treated either as substantial harm under paragraph 214 or less than substantial harm under 

paragraph 215. 

The Heritage Statement submitted by the applicant considers at para 3.2.3 the contribution of 

the site to the significance of the heritage asset. The statement recognises that the buildings 

are early 19th century and is opined that the buildings possess a low level of significance due 

to their evidential interest. It goes on to say their significance has been severely diminished 

as a result of the radical alterations undertaken to their appearance, including re-ordering of 

fenestration and the application of external insulation to the elevations, the installation of 

satellite dishes and the removal of historic decorative features in 2015. Today the buildings 

are unrecognisable from their original designs and no longer appear as historic buildings. 

Pier Court and nos 54 to 58 Humber Street have been significantly altered and are no longer 

legible as early 19th century buildings. Given the extent of alterations and adaptations that 

reduce the ability to read the historic character of the building it is not considered that the 

current building elements present within the site are demonstrative of the historic and 

architectural interest of this character area. While possessing some heritage significance 

because of their age, harmful alterations have reduced their historic and evidential interest as 

the original design has been lost and their age and relationship with the wider townscape is 

no longer legible. The buildings no longer retain any architectural features of note that would 

be demonstrative of the wealth and prosperity of the area during the 19th century and none 



of the historic building plots as shown on 19th century OS maps remain legible within the 

current facade of the building. The surviving buildings are no longer reflective of the historic 

character of the wider conservation area which is defined by its mediaeval core and later 

development. 

The conservation area covers an area of 133 acres of which the site forms a very small part, 

as such any contribution that the site makes to the significance of the wider conservation 

area, being the designated heritage asset, would be modest. 

The applicant states ‘the building, Pier Court, is neither architecturally distinguished nor 

integral to the character of the Old Town Conservation Area. Its extensive alteration and 

limited historic value mean that its removal does not undermine the overall significance or 

appreciation of the area. When considered in the context of the Conservation Area as a 

whole, the proposal results in less than substantial harm.’ 

Conservation in their consultation response draw a different conclusion. Reference is made 

to the description of the buildings given in the 2004 Character Appraisal. The response goes 

on to say the contribution of the building to the character of the conservation area stems from 

their historic and evidential value.  

Due to demolitions in the area conservation say… therefore give great value to the remaining 

19th century buildings as(sic) of the area, as they demonstrate the historic character and 

appearance of the area and maintain the integrity of the special interest of the area. The 

further demolition of buildings dating from the 19th century will result in a high degree of 

impact upon the character and appearance of the Conservation Area. The incremental loss of 

the historic buildings of the area has the potential to erode, and eventually, remove the 

historic integrity of the southern section of the Old Town Conservation Area.   

This at variance to the official view of the local planning authority as articulated in the Old 

Town Conservation Area Character Appraisal 2021.  

The buildings proposed for demolition are not specifically referenced in the 2021 character 

appraisal of the conservation area although they were in the 2004 appraisal. The character 

appraisal states the conservation are covers approximately 54 hectares (133 acres) and host 

19 listed building and goes on to say many of its unlisted buildings (non-designated heritage 



assets) also have historic and townscape value. There is no reference to the building 

proposed for demolition in the 2021 character appraisal. 

As stated above, the 2021 character appraisal is silent in relation to the significance of the 

building proposed for demolition in terms of their contribution to the character and 

appearance of the conservation area. There has been no material change in circumstances 

in the intervening 4 years to justify a stance that the buildings are now of greater importance 

to the significance of the conservation area. The loss of some original buildings on the north 

side of Humber Street has reduced the overall number of original old buildings in the area in 

general, along with the loss of some old buildings on the other side of Queen Street on the 

site of C4DI and @The Dock. However, the vast majority of these losses occurred prior to 

2021 when the character appraisal was revised. 

The buildings are not referred to in the 2021 character appraisal, it is not unreasonable to 

conclude therefore that the buildings scheduled for demolition do not make a positive 

contribution to the significance of the conservation area. By the same token they are not 

described as having a negative effect, and as such it is reasonable to conclude the 

contribution they make is a neutral one.  

The NPPF is clear when it says the loss of a building (or other element) which makes a 

positive contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area or World Heritage Site 

should be treated either as substantial harm under paragraph 214 or less than substantial 

harm under paragraph 215. The character appraisal is silent on the contribution these 

buildings make to the character of the conservation area therefore it can be reasonably 

concluded that any harm caused would be at the lower level of harm, i.e. less than 

substantial, or may cause no harm whatsoever.   

Taking a precautionary approach, it would be reasonable to consider the demolition of an 

unlisted building which is not mentioned in the character appraisal of the conservation area 

and not making a positive contribution to the significance of the conservation area as 

constituting less than substantial harm rather than no harm. Accordingly, the advice 

contained in paragraph 215 applies being, where a development proposal will lead to less 

than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset (the conservation 

area), this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, 

where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use. 



Turning now to policy 16(1) of the Local Plan which states that development that would cause 

harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset will only be approved where it has 

been convincingly demonstrated that the harm cannot be avoided and there would be public 

benefits sufficient to outweigh that harm or loss caused.  

Neither Policy 16 nor its supporting text recognise the different levels of harm as the NPPF 

does. The NPPF in its latest form dates from 2025 whereas policy 16 dates from 2017. 

Where a policy is ‘out of step’ with the NPPF the guidance in the NPPF takes precedence, 

effectively becoming policy.  

Paragraphs 212, 213, 214, 215 of the NPPF provides decision makers some guidance in 

dealing with harm to heritage assets.  

Paragraph 212 states great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation. In this case 

the asset is the Old Town Conservation Area. The conservation area will remain. 

Paragraph 213 states:  Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage 

asset should require clear and convincing justification. The designated heritage asset would 

not be lost but some harm may be caused to it by the demolition of the buildings. 

Paragraph 214 states where a proposed development would lead to substantial harm to a 

designated heritage asset consent should be refused unless it can be demonstrated that the 

harm is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits.  In this case the harm is less than 

substantial so paragraph 214 does not apply. 

Paragraph 215 is relevant if the precautionary approach is taken, and the demolition is 

judged to cause less than substantial harm rather than no harm to the conservation area. It 

requires the harm to be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including 

securing the optimal viable use. In this case the public benefits comprise new residential and 

commercial accommodation, reinstatement of a building on a notable junction (Wellington 

Street and Queen Street), redefining Wellington Mart between Humber Street and Wellington 

Street and further contributing to the regeneration of the Fruit Market area of the Old Town. 

In deciding if demolition is acceptable the decision maker must consider Policy 16 of the 

Local Plan and have regard to all material considerations. Policy 16 refers only to harm to a 



heritage asset and does not reflect the NPPF in terms of degree of harm. The NPPF is a 

material consideration in this case.  

A conservation area character appraisal is also a material consideration in determining an 

application for planning permission. It is up to the decision maker how much weight to attach 

to a material consideration.  

The character appraisal is a publicly accessible document which describes the local planning 

authority’s view in relation to the character of a conservation area and it is reasonable for a 

decision maker to attach considerable weight to it. 

To assist, the NPPF dates from 2025 whereas Policy 16 of the Local Plan dates from 2017. 

The character appraisal dates from 2021. Both the NPPF and the character appraisal are 

more recent than the Local Plan. It would be reasonable to attach considerable weight to the 

NPPF. 

The applicant provided a breakdown of costs for the refurbishment of the properties which 

showed the total sales revenue minus the build costs resulted in a deficit of just over 

£900,000.  

It should be noted that Historic England do not object to the proposal. They state in their 

response that they support the redevelopment of previously developed area as a positive 

way of establishing the historically tight urban grain of the site. They go on to say that they 

strongly urge a conservation and sustainability led approach retaining, refurbishing and 

reusing the historic buildings, whilst integrating high quality new buildings to create a 

characterful mix. The site offers a great opportunity for new development but the loss of 

historic building (combined with the height, form and design of some sections) would result in 

unjustified harm being caused to the character and appearance of the conservation area. 

These comments were in response to the first scheme submitted which was revised. 

Consultation on the revised scheme resulted in them maintaining their preference for a 

conservation led approach rather than a demolition led approach. Their recommendation 

states that they have concerns regarding the application on heritage grounds, but nowhere 

do they use the word ‘object’ in their response. 



Having had regard to comments from the applicant, inhouse conservation and Historic 

England it is concluded that demolition of 54 to 58 Humber Street and Pier Court would have 

less than substantial harm to the designated heritage asset and that any harm is outweighed 

by the benefits of the scheme as a whole. These benefits are briefly and primarily, the 

redevelopment of vacant sites in the conservation area which would result in the re-

establishment of enclosure to Wellington Street and Queen Street, the re-introduction of a 

corner building on the junction of Wellington and Queen Street, and the provision of modern 

housing contributing to the housing needs of the city.    

There is another planning application pending decision which relates only to the Pier Court 

part of the site. This is for the internal reconfiguration of that building and the erection of a 2 

storey extension to outbuildings and creation of dormers in the roof of the main building to 

accommodate self contained flats. This application does not involve the demolition of the 

building. It is limited to internal alterations apart from the extensions. It does not include 

development of the land to the south facing Wellington Street and does not include re-

instatement of Georgian fenestration or removal of the external wall insulation and render. It 

would provide improved residential accommodation over that on the site currently and 

improvements to the ground floor to provide some commercial units. It is a more modest 

scheme concentrating on the internal arrangement and offering limited benefits to the wider 

area.  

Both applications are considered to be acceptable in land use planning terms overall for 

different reasons. One scheme retains the existing buildings but offers limited benefits to the 

regeneration of the Fruit Market, the other involves the loss of the buildings on Humber Street 

Queen Street corner but offer greater public benefits in terms of contribution to the 

regeneration of the Fruit Market as a whole.           

Design and Conservation 

Design Issues  

The proposal comprises development fronting Humber Street, Queen Street and Wellington 

Street.  



The proposal would provide accommodation for a mix of uses including commercial/retail and 

residential accommodation in a combination of flats, duplex flats and town houses. These 

would be accommodated in building comprising a mix of three and four storeys. 

The proposed building on the plot bound by Humber Street, Queen Street, Wellington Street 

and Wellington Mart, an alley linking Wellington Street and Humber Street would be of similar 

proportions to existing buildings and the previously demolished Wellington House with 

buildings to the west increasing in height to reflect existing development further west. 

 

 



 

Urban design raise a number of issues about the proposal, mainly centring on the scheme 

not reproducing the original grain of the area and the original Georgian proportions of some 

buildings, roof form, plot width and obscuring views of the smokehouse. The proposed 

Wellington House replacement is generally supported, however.  

These largely reflect comments made by conservation however there are some detail issues 

which will be discussed later. 

Layout 

The proposal would provide 9 or 10 retail units at ground floor level facing Humber Street, 

Queen Street, Wellington Street and Wellington Mart. Within the courtyard of Wellington 

House parking provision and small rear gardens for the town houses shall be made. At upper 

floor level, which comprises 1st to 3rd there would be a total of 34 residential units made up of 

3 town houses, 3 duplex flats and 18 flats ranging from 1 bedroom to 3 bedroom. There are 

currently 28 flats on the site although these are predominantly single bedroom flats at the 

lower end in terms of floor space. The proposal would provide 6 additional residential units.  

A total of 5 (approximately 14%) of these residential units will be larger than the sizes 

specified in the National Housing Space Standards (NHSS) and a further 2 would provide 

internal floor space equivalent to 99% of that in the space standards. Approximately 20% of 

residential units would be close to or above the minimum space standards. 



Whilst Policy 6(1) says that development in the city centre being Housing Market Value Zone 

1 does not have to meet the space standards the development should provide an acceptable 

standard of residential accommodation.  Of the remaining 27 dwellings 11 (32% approx..) are 

providing 90% or more of the NHSS floor space with 12 (35% approx..) providing between 

more than 80% of the NHSS floorspace with 4 (11% approx.) providing around 70% of the 

floorspace. These could be easily addressed by revising the beds shown in the additional 

bedroom which would then result in them providing 81% to 87% of the NHSS floorspace. 

With this revision the proposal would provide internal spaces of an acceptable level for a city 

centre location and is generally comparable with the internal space in other new build 

housing in the Fruit Market area.  Properties by the same developer comprised flats and two 

and three storey town houses where two storey houses were often in the region of 88sqm 

and three storey townhouse around the 100sqm. Flats on Humber Street were in the region 

of 40sqm whilst flats on Queen Street and Blanket Row corner were between 50 and 60sqm.   

Most residential units are below the National Housing Space Standards by varying degrees 

but all offer an acceptable level of accommodation which is comparable with other housing 

accommodation in the Fruit Market area. The development has to be commercially viable for 

it to contribute to the regeneration of the Fruit Market and needs to offer accommodation of 

an appropriate size at a cost the market will support. The applicant has considerable 

knowledge of this market being the developer of the Blanket Row housing which developed 

out within the last 5 to 10 years. 

Whilst there is no requirement under policy 6(1) of the Local Plan to meet the National 

Housing Space Standards it is a good baseline against which to judge the acceptability of 

proposed dwellings in terms of size, it is considered that having regard to the unique 

circumstance of redevelopment in the Fruit Market and previously approved housing in the 

area the proposed properties are of an acceptable size affording residential accommodation 

similar in size to that already on offer in the area.            

External appearance 

In terms of external appearance there is a divergence of views between the applicant and 

urban design on some points although there is general agreement in relation to Wellington 

House with regard to form, scale and appearance. There are concerns expressed relating to 



details such as fenestration and shop fronts on the Humber Street frontage. These can be 

addressed by conditions requiring details to be submitted.  

The proposed ‘Pier Court’ entrance facing Queen Street (as defined on the street elevation) 

does not reflect the character of the original and appears as a small shop front and is set 

back from the back edge of footpath. This is an alien feature in the area where the 

established form of development was to the back edge of the footpath. This is the entrance to 

residential units and should reflect that purpose. This element should be revised to have a 

more residential entrance type character. This can be secured by a condition.   

The treatment of the corner of the building at the junction of Humber Street and Queen Street 

has been revised to more accurately reflect the existing. This is shown on revised plans and 

can be secured by a condition.  

The Queen Street elevation includes three town houses which are similar in style to other 

town houses in the Blanket Row development to the north of Humber Street. There is a 

divergence of view on these houses, with urban design advocating a closer reflection of the 

original Georgian character. These town houses are three properties making up 

approximately 30% of the Queen Street frontage similar to the proportion of the original town 

houses. They differ in appearance for a number of reasons, possibly the main one being that 

the ground floor must be elevated for flood risk reasons, however the proportion relative to 

the Pier Court building to the north is similar. The existing buildings on site are beneath a 

pitched roof which is approximately 20% of the height of the building. From street level on 

Queen Street in front of the building the roof is not noticeable due to the height of the building 

and the angle of the roof slope. This would also be the case with the proposed building 

although it is recognised that in elevation the roof does appear to be a substantial element of 

the frontage. The gable would be concealed by the ‘new’ Wellington House building so the 

roof would only ever be experienced from a distance to the north east of the site and then 

only glimpses of it would be available.               

In relation to Wellington House there is general support for the form scale and appearance 

although the lobby block, which is set back slightly from the main front elevation and 

consequently appears as a discordant element despite this being mirrored with the entrance 

to Pier Court. These features are at odds with the pattern of development in the area which is 

predominantly a hard and consistent development to the back edge of the footpath.  Whilst it 



is necessary to identify the access to the upper floors the method selected is not considered 

to be the most appropriate and it is recommended that these element (the entrance to 

Wellington House and to Pier Court) be revised. This can be the subject of a condition.      

The properties further west on Wellington Street increase in height to match the taller building 

to the west of the site. Plot widths are wider than in other parts of the proposal reflecting but 

not copying the established grain on this part of Wellington Street from the late 19th century 

and plots fronting onto Wellington Mart. Wellington Street is a wider street that many others 

in the Fruit Market and so can accommodate taller buildings which would help to provide 

some degree of enclosure. New build on Wellington Street had tended to be higher with the 

main building on the street being 5 storey high at the back edge of the footpath.   

It is recognised that this element of the development would obscure views of the 

smokehouse however there is an extant permission dating from 2017 for the development of 

this part of the site which would have the same effect and present a significantly different 

looking building to Wellington Street. This fallback position is a material consideration 

decision makers could have regard to.  

Overall, the proposal would be similar in appearance and character to other new buildings in 

the Fruit Market principally the housing to the north of Humber Street and facing Blanket 

Row. These dwellings were considered to preserve the character and appearance of the 

conservation area, additionally they were marketable. To adopt a similar approach makes 

sense to the developer and makes sense from a regeneration perspective as it is known that 

the product works in terms of regeneration. The proposed development is of appropriate 

scale for the area, it comprises appropriate uses and is of appropriate and acceptable 

external appearance. Subject to condition relating to material and some details, specifically 

shop fronts and window details, entrances from Queen Street to the flats, the proposal would 

preserve the character and appearance of the conservation area.  

   

Designing out crime and designing in community safety should be central to the planning and 

delivery of new development. Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 requires all 

local authorities to exercise their functions with due regard to their likely effect on crime and 

disorder, and to do all they reasonably can to prevent crime and disorder.  



Given the nature of the proposal, it is considered that there would not be, or likely to be, an 

increase in crime or disorder or the potential for such an increase. 

Parking/Highways 

National Highways were consulted and whilst they consider that the trip rate used in the 

Transport Statement was low for flats, having regard to the uplift of only 6 residential units, 

any additional traffic generated would be low.  

A similar conclusion is draw in relation to the retail element. National Highways raise no 

objection to the proposal. 

Views of the Local Highway Authority will be reported to committee byway of the update 

sheet.  

Impact on amenity 

The proposal is for a mixed use development in an area of mixed uses. It would result in the 

loss of a surface car park which has attracted comments as to how that would affect 

businesses on Humber Street and in the area in general. Whilst this car park is convenient 

there are other car parks within easy walking distance of Humber Street and as such its loss 

would not be considered to have an adverse effect on the amenity of businesses or visitors to 

the area. Further the car park is not owned by businesses on Humber Street or by the city 

council the owners of the land could redevelop and the facility would still be lost.   

The proposal would not have an adverse effect on occupiers of neighbour or nearby 

commercial or residential properties.   

Biodiversity 

Policy 44 of the Local Plan requires development to seek to achieve a net gain in biodiversity. 

This is in line with and supported by the Natural Environment and Rural Communities 

(NERC) Act 2006 and the Environment Act. This requires all developments to deliver a 

minimum 10% gain in biodiversity. 

In England, biodiversity net gain is required under a statutory framework (“the Framework”) 

introduced by Schedule 7A of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (inserted by the 



Environment Act 2021). This Framework is referred to as ‘biodiversity net gain’ in Planning 

Practice Guidance to distinguish it from other or more general biodiversity gains.  In this case 

the application would result in the loss of two birch trees in gabion planters and as such is 

liable to BNG.  There is no other habitat on site. 

 

BNG requirements can be the subject of a condition and a legal agreement for the monitoring 

over the required period. 

Ecological Impact/Protected Species 

The application was supported by a shadow habitat regulations assessment (SHRA). This 

identified that there is potential for a bat roost in the buildings proposed for demolition 

although it was considered to be low in terms of suitability. The report recommended that two 

nocturnal bat roost surveys in the period May – August/September are required to confirm 

the presence or lack of roosts. 

One was carried out in September 2024 and another in September 2025 and showed there 

to be no evidence of bat roosts in the building. 

The SHRA has been considered, and it is concluded that the proposal would not have an 

adverse impact on the integrity of the Humber Estuary. 

Open space/Trees 

The site is not identified in policy 42 as one which attracts a contribution to the provision of 

open space.  



The site is located within housing market value zone 1 and is therefore not liable to CIL. 

In line with policy 45 of the local plan, 3 new trees of native species and local provenance are 

required to be planted for each new dwelling.  The planting of trees can reduce air pollution, 

absorb noise, contribute to greater health and wellbeing and provide a habitat for wildlife. 

Given the location and constraints of the site, the plans do not include provision for the 

planting of trees.  A financial contribution will therefore be required in order to provide the 

trees off-site.    

There are currently two trees on site in gabion planters. These appear to be fairly mature 

birch trees. Due to their location they would be removed to make way for the new build. A 

condition can be imposed to require replacement for lost trees on a 2 for one basis in addition 

to any new trees the development generates the requirement of. There would be scope for 

some trees to be incorporated into the scheme, but the majority would be provided off site.    

Energy efficiency and renewables 

No implications. 

Flood Risk 

Policy 40 of the Local Plan requires flood risk to be addressed in planning applications.   

The site is located within three flood zones as identified in the Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment 2017, 3aii(Medium 1) 3aiii (Medium 2) and 3aiiii(sic)(high). Flood depths on the 

site could be up to 1.2m. Due to the site’s proximity to the Humber Estuary and the River Hull 

it could suffer rapid inundation. 

As the site is allocated for mixed use development it is considered that the site is sequentially 

preferable, and a developer does not need to carry out the Sequential Test  

The Flood Risk Assessment submitted states average road level on Wellington Street are 

shown to vary from approximately 4.43m AOD to 4.48m AOD. The existing average road 

level on Queen Street is 4.37m AOD whilst on Humber Street it is 4.35m AOD to 4.45m AOD. 

Within Pier Court the existing ground floor level is 4.65m AOD. 



The proposal comprises mainly less vulnerable uses at ground floor level with the exception 

of the ground floors of three town houses and the ground floor of one duplex flat. No sleeping 

accommodation is proposed at ground floor level in these dwellings.  

It is predicted that the highest water level in a 1 in 200 year event would be 5.72m OD. The 

FRA considers that the highest risk of flooding comes for the River Humber. Flood depths on 

the site could be as great as 1.2m and with flood velocities of between 0.5 and 1.0m/s. Flood 

risk is considered to be significant. (Fig 8 – Flood hazard map Hull SFRA 2016) 

Using flood depths in Figure 13 of the SFRA, flood depths would be at 5.5m OD. Finished 

floor levels of the retail units would be 4.575m AOD whilst ground floors in the residential 

units will be raised to 5.25m AOD. 

Flood depths would be significantly above 600mm which is what external walls of building 

can withstand without suffering structural damage. As such it will be necessary for the 

buildings to incorporate water entry points within the retail units.  

The FRA makes recommendations in relation to retail units and residential properties with 

regard to flood resilience which can be secured by suitable conditions. 

The SFRA requires a safe refuge to be provided which is accessible from within the building 

at not less than 7.25mAOD. This would be available at first floor level which would be at 

8.475mAOD for the residential units and the restaurant. Other retail units would not have 

access to the first floor.  A flood management plan for these units can be required by a 

condition which requires signing up to the EA floodline and having a scheme where the units 

do not open in the event of a flood warning. 

Subject to conditions the proposal is acceptable in terms of flood risk.        

Environment Agency object as the FRA does not comply with Standing Advice. 

Policy 39 requires all development to incorporate Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) for 

surface water. The proposal does not incorporate any above ground SuDs. Due to the 

location of the proposal and the built up environment it is located in there is limited scope for 

SuDS however there are opportunities within the courtyard area where there is planting for 

some small scale SuDS. These can be the subject of a condition. 



Equalities (This should always go last above the conclusion)  

Under the Equality Act 2010 S149, the Council has a duty to consider equality issues.  A 

Public Authority must, in the exercise of its functions have due regard to (a) eliminate 

discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other conduct that is prohibited under the 

Act: (b) advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant protected 

characteristic and persons who do not share it; and (c) foster good relations between people 

who share a relevant characteristic and persons who do not. 

This proposal has been considered against the duty of the Council to consider equality 

issues.  This development is considered to comply with these requirements because level 

access is provided to ground floor retail units. 

Conclusion and contribution to sustainable development 

In accordance with the provisions of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004, the starting point for the determination of this application is the Hull City Local Plan 

2017.  

The proposal involves the demolition of buildings in a conservation area which are 

considered to not make a significant contribution to the character and appearance of the 

conservation area and any harm is therefore less than substantial. The public benefits of 

redevelopment being part of the wider regeneration of the Fruit Market bring public benefits 

which outweigh the harm to the conservation area. The proposed housing is of acceptable 

size despite not all units meeting the National Housing Space Standards, which is not 

required in this part of the city under policy 6(1) but does provide an objective standard 

against which residential accommodation can be judged in terms of size and acceptability.  

Subject to conditions the proposal would be safe from flooding and subject to some detail 

design issues being addressed by conditions the proposal is acceptable in terms of policies 

in the Local Plan.    

In addition to the need to determine the application in accordance with the development plan, 

regard also needs to be had to other material considerations (and which would include the 

requirement to be had to other policies, such as those set out in the National Planning Policy 

Framework (2024). The NPPF contains a presumption in favour of sustainable development 



and when having regards to the three objectives of sustainable development, it is concluded 

as follows: 

Economic Objective: 

The proposal would continue the regeneration of the Fruit Market area which has been a long 

term objective of the City council for a number of years. It would contribute to the 

regeneration by providing new commercial floor space and residential accommodation 

bringing the associated economic activity, Council tax and Business rate receipts and 

developer contribution to provision of trees in the city. Short term economic benefits would 

arise for jobs during the construction of the development and potentially new jobs in the 

commercial elements.  

Social Objective: 

The proposal would contribute to the regeneration of the Fruit Market bringing wider ranging 

social benefits extending beyond the boundaries of the development itself. The proposal 

introduces more housing in the area contributing to the continuation of creating a community 

in the area.  

Environmental Objective: 

The proposal would provide new build housing and commercial floor space. It would result in 

the need for 102 new trees in the city and result in the redevelopment of vacant sites used for 

car parks thereby obviating the need for development on greenfield sites. 

The proposal involves the demolition of a non-listed building in the conservation area. The 

building is not mentioned in the latest conservation area character appraisal and it is 

considered on balance that its loss amounts to less than substantial harm. Policy 16(1) does 

not distinguish between levels of harm unlike the NPPF. It is considered that the NPPF dating 

form 2024 is more up to date than the Local Plan policy 16 and weight should be attached 

accordingly.  

The NPPF allows the public benefit of a scheme to be balanced against the harm to a 

heritage asset where harm is less than substantial. On balance it is concluded that the public 

benefits of the scheme being the contribution to the ongoing regeneration of the Fruit Market, 

the provision of newly constructed residential accommodation with off street parking 



contributing to the need to provide 980 dwelling per year in the city, the re-introduction of a 

building on a notable junction and re-establishment of the enclose or a street are factor which 

outweigh the less than substantial harm caused by the demolition. It is recognised that most 

of the dwellings proposed are below the national space standards but are comparable in 

terms of floor space to other properties in the Fruit Market area. It should also be recognised 

that Local Plan policy does not require housing in the city centre to meet the national housing 

space standards and therefore there is no conflict with policy in this regard. Subject to 

conditions the proposal would be safe from flood without increasing the flood risk elsewhere 

and subject to further conditions in relation to materials and details of shop fronts and 

windows the proposal complies with policy the main relevant policies of the Local plan (being 

4, 6, 10, 14, 26 and 40) and the provisions of the NPPF. There are no material considerations 

to which such weight should be attached to suggest a decision contrary to the development 

plan   



Appendix B 

Update sheet information as presented to committee 

Highways - parking level acceptable, no objection subject to condition re secure cycle parking 

Ecology - bat emergence survey shows no bat activity - no objections subject to conditions re 

Biodiversity (National condition), Habitat Management and Monitoring Plan, Compliance with 

ecology survey, Ecological Enhancement Management Plan, Construction Environmental 

Management Plan, Local Planning Authority as competent authority adopt shadow HRA  

Need to identify M42 compliant dwellings - can be conditioned 

EA maintain objection on flood grounds - FRA shows residential units will be safe, proposal 

fails to show how ground floor units will be safe from flood - overcoming objection - 1.2m of 

resistance measures incorporated throughout, internal place of safety for all units at 

7.25mAOD - if cannot be achieved we maintain our objection  

Head of Panning Comments 

Conditions requested are reasonable, add additional conditions 

Comments on EA position - a management scheme approach was adopted for retail units on 

Humber Street previously- it is difficult to achieve flood resistance measures (ie measures to 

prevent water entering a building) to 1.2m height using normal construction methods, 

additionally retail uses want display windows and usually low stall risers, consider 

management scheme and flood resilience to 1.2m would be only practical solution - approval 

subject to conditions would however be contrary to EA advice. 

Revise recommendation to state ; - The Local Planning Authority as competent authority to 

adopt the submitted shadow HRA 
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